Nevertheless, from the context, the reader gathers that Professor Tröhler's primary concern stems from the fact that these critics see schools, or education, as failing and thus in need of "fixing." He refers to many of these reformers as "visionaries", owing to their pursuit of lofty goals or "utopian visions." As charitable as this reading of such views may be, I am by no means persuaded that all reformers may be properly so described. Some of these critics may be possessed of "lofty goals" but these goals have little if anything to do with the betterment of public education (cf. McMurtry, 2000; Noddings, 2007, p. 10) . In recent times, such critics, whether visionaries or blinkered, seem to be in the majority.
It is important to point out that talk of reform normally implies a change for the better, something commonly overlooked in the educational literature on the subject. Accordingly, it is vital to ascertain in what respect and from what point of view these changes are to be judged as better. Recently, the primary focus has been on the values of efficiency and effectiveness. Yet, to say that certain changes are more efficient and effective is not necessarily to show that they are valuable or worthwhile from an educational point of view. For example, the use of coercion and threats may be the most effective and efficient way to have students master their multiplication tables, but they are undesirable educationally speaking because they are morally suspect.
In my view, the most important point Tröhler makes in his essay is that one of the reasons why so many attempts at reform have borne so little fruit is that they have been based on faulty assumptions concerning what sort of entities schools are. Whether the reasons responsible for these misconceptions have been ultimately methodological or metaphysical, reformers have frequently succumbed to the temptation to treat schools as a "black box." On such an account, what occurs between the input, understood in terms of the provision of various resources -human and otherwise, and the output, typically as indicated by test scores, is essentially opaque and thus mysterious. Reform, so understood, is usually premised on the expectation that the policies and practices embodied in the reform proposal will be interpreted and appropriated precisely as the architects of the reform intended. Reference is made to the contents of the box only if efforts to enact the proposed reform go astray -i.e., as a result of incompetent teachers, inappropriate curriculum, or ill-equipped students, for example.
I once asked a colleague teaching in one of our local schools how one could tell when a particular reform had been implemented, i.e., has been successful. His response was that, in practice if not in theory, a reform could be said to have been "implemented" when all of the relevant in-service workshops had come to an end and all of the appropriate documents were on the shelves of the office of the school, or school board. Clearly the focus here is on the input -quite independently of what is taking place in the classroom. In the most recent spate of reforms, by contrast, the emphasis appears to have shifted to the output side of the box. Driven mainly by the specter of global economic competition, production, or productivity, has become the new benchmark of success. So a reform has "succeeded" so long as test scores are on the rise. What could be simpler? It seems to be of no consequence that students may possess little or no genuine understanding of what they have learned. Understanding is not required for production. Furthermore, as Tröhler makes plain, it matters little
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what has happened to the school as an institution or the practices taking place under its auspices -unless, of course, things do not unfold as anticipated. Under those circumstances, schools or teachers are typically held to account. Thus, in an interesting way, what goes on between input and output does matter -if only as a target for blame for an undertaking gone wrong.
In short, the reforms Tröhler discusses, and others as well, founder due in no small part to the fact that they are rooted in a profoundly oversimplified view of schools and their activities. As a corrective, he proposes a new programme of research governed and guided by a richer and more comprehensive conception of schooling sensitive to its complexities and paying particular attention to the "inner workings" of the school as well as of the larger political and social context in which it is embedded.
Tröhler suggests that one of the ways in which some of this complexity might be addressed is by thinking of the school as an institution or an organization. In particular, he focuses on two such approaches: one he dubs "The Grammar of Schooling", the other "Neo-Institutionalism." Both conceptions seek to offer a more comprehensive and credible picture of the workings of schools and the political and social context within which they are rooted including, among other things, the ways in which they respond to reform proposals. The notion that the school operates on a logic of its own and responds to reform initiatives accordingly seems to be the central idea of those who speak of "the grammar of schooling." "Neo-institutionalism", by contrast, distinguishes between the institution, understood as the formal structures of an organization, and the organization, viewed as the activities in which it is engaged. The fact that institution and organization are "loosely coupled" helps to account for the fact that different parts of the organization respond differently to a reform.
Prima facie at least, I find the former species of account more compelling. Neoinstitutionalism with its talk of "loose coupling" between the formal structures of an organization and its activities seems to hark back to the kind of mechanistic account characteristic of the black-box conceptions criticized earlier. Nevertheless, both frameworks provide a more sophisticated view of the school than those that appear to inform recent research on reform.
Finally, with a view to advancing the discussion Tröhler has initiated, I would draw attention to the framework MacIntrye has developed in his After Virtue (1981) . Central to this account is the distinction between an institution and a practice. MacIntyre defines a practice as;
. . . any coherent and complex form of socially established cooperative human activity through which goods internal to that form of activity are realized in the course of trying to achieve those standards of excellence which are appropriate to, and partially definitive of, that form of activity with the result that human powers to achieve excellence, and human conceptions of the ends and goods involved are systematically extended. MacIntyre cautions that without virtues, ". . . without justice, courage, and truthfulness, practices could not resist the corrupting powers of institutions. " (p.194) . So there are circumstances under which an institution's pursuit of external goals may corrupt, or undermine, the practices and commitment to goods internal to that practice. Such an account can provide a teleological, rather than a mechanistic, picture of schools and their responses to reform initiatives. On this view, they can be viewed organically as attempting to purposefully adapt to changes in the circumstances in which they are situated.
